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Jeff'S. Jordan, Kim Collins OFFICE OF GENERAL

Federal Elsction Commission COUNSEL

Department of Comphaints and Legal Administration

999 E Street NW

Washingtan, DC 20463

Re: Comphaint No. MUR 6433

To the Federal Election Commission:

Thank you for the extension of time granted to our campaign to submit a response to the
complaint registered by Andy Reilly, apparently for the Delaware County, Pennsylvania
Republican party, but filed on letterhead entitled "Delaware County Republican Finance
Committee." This is our response, signed as an affidavit by me, the treasurer and candidate.

We have beemnr continually saddered by the acts of the complainant durisg this carmpaign and
apblogizo for your having to review this case. It appeans to center on a $100.00 oost aof
notarization of nominating petitions. Because of the negligible amount in question and the
amorpheusnsture oftb.clmm, and becauseoureampmgnhadetmdbywaynfnesp-nsmtothe

the stated charge for legal oosts therefore the complmnant had a duty to chec.k the:r facts and the
law before burdening all concerned with their claims. If they did, then their complaint is a
sham. I attach a copy of the complainant's letter that was released to the press before the
election. I ask an explanation why a new letter was then registered with you after the election.

We deny the complaint in the extirety, othrer than some foundativpal statenyents regarding
circolation ef nominatien papers ( petitions far lesser oandidates are galted "pagers” in
Paansylvania), and a notacizing party, depeaitions, and same degree af irmilt to parported
democrat party infiltration of our signature gathering, although the motives of any such
infiltration cannet be quantified in any way conclusive.

We pursve two different cases in Permsylvania regarding the complainant, one seeking
completion, resumption, and inter-cooperation between investigation the Pennsylvania Attorney
General and Secretary of the Commonwealth, regarding debilitating fraud in the nominating
petition of the complainant's candidate Patrick L. Meehan, 61 MAP 2010, and the second
requesting recanvass of the voting machines in this election due to reports of illegal activities in




City of Pittsburgh., 109 A. 616, 266 Pa. 97, Sup.1920. 88 of these pages were those pages
collected by myself, the candidate, personally, and so I became concerned about the in-kind
natsre of the service, despite our inability o ascertain actual payment, nor the payor, and we
reported the conttibution as 1h-Xind, as part of legul costs in the Octotier 15, 201¥ quarterly,
sinee I persaneally aitained motorization at tiee notarizarfon paety, by protucihg these 88 pages
and baving theon motariaed, amd this berefited the emmpaign. ( We mmintain honmwer thsit this
wis aot a eharge made an the comnrittex's hehalf, nor made in consultation or cnncert with, nar
at the counmittes's ar candidete's request or suggestion, and was, if paid, done in had faith and
malicious intent.) The disburscment is part of the $ 1423.99 outlay for "Court Fees, Legal
Printing, Legal Postage." That disbursement also includes notarization fees for 2 other pages
and candidate’s affidavit filed with the petition on the day after the notarization party. The
campaign's legal fees are noticeably diminutive, and so have a much greater percentage of costs

. for printing and mailing. Because I, thc committee tremsurer and cumpaign manager, untrained

" in the lave, handie all campaign legal work pro se, our not granting myself any hourly legeal feaa
is in Jur with Permsyhvonie law whiri permiis 1o seimbmmrsenumis ar uiher fons te pro se
(umirtined) litigeats in any way, including in opurt awards of foes.

As te the other 30 pages notarized at the notary party, and 143 pages not notarized at the
notary party, we reprint here our memo comment attached to our latest report of disbursements
in the post-election report filed by us on December 14, 2010 :
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" The committee wishes to informally report, as argnably in-kind cortributions, the costs of
notarizition of all but two pages of caxrdidate's nominating papers, which occurred between July
20, 2010 and August 1, 2010, totalling at $ 672.00. Having not reimbursed these costs, the
committes regurves the right to request treatment ef tirese cosis umler tite soutiony pegarding
qunstionable apntribatians end pondbly iilogal coniributiems.  The aoiumeittee belinves mareso
that the costs fall outsidiz of the scune aof inkind contributions, beanuse they an: not a shsrge
———mmﬂm'mmmmmﬁmmbymmcmpmmw
- with, or at the committee's or candidate's request or suggestion. Also, existence of the costs in a
report would have deeply affected the election in a way fraudulent and libelous, and in all
likelfhood irreversibly. The circumstances caused the costs to be contested between the
committee and individuals who pald the charges, allegedly for surreptitious reasons.
Declaration of thie oosts in a report also stood likely of aflbating future litigation. "

Jimply pat, since 170 vr so of saiil peiitinm ("puper's") pages were colienivd by inbrlopas,
thasa pugrs caomot ba in-kind cantritntons twesme ey wan: mot colisatest en behrdf of the
campaign 1or io sexperatiin, cansultation, nor canvert with it. Rather they were colieetad by
"volunteers" not allied with the campaign, but rather working for ulterior motives, and none of
those volunteers signed any agreement iror even a sign up sheet of any kind with this campaiga.
Fewer than five pages stand as collected by circulators who collected on behalf or in concert

with the campaign, and notarization fees for these fall under the $100.00 in-kind reported in
October.
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It is a fact that this matter remains under this committee's careful consideration, and that we
have found it necessary to add said memo text in support of this response now delivered, where
otherwise we miay have left the matter unreported in any way, for the reasons stated. We missed
the tise sequence intended for reporting questionable contributions but uioreso, when thrs facts

" becume appurent, 2ay "qucstionable” aspect rapidly becane, witirsut question, a conspiratorial

asprot, one wisinls has caused thxe netarizntion costs far the umwvantad pages th remmin unroported
beeamse the arts wate nnt perferrnet] in anoperstion, nax with the keowledge, af the treasarer,
the manager, nar anyane in any leadership positien with the campaign. No formm! rejection af a
nehulously in-kind service is intended by the law, although the campaign is willing to do so.

The notary whose charges have been reported as in-kind is not a campaign supporter, nor
contributor.

As stuted in part in the memo text, existence of the costs in question, in a report, would
have deeply affected the election in a way fraudulent and libelous, and in all likelihood
irreversibly. The cincamstanors ciusad the casts io ramain cemeated betwaea tie comamitter
amd individuals whe poid the charges. Reporting of the caats of munrizing ( which are

' synanymons with the: coats of preparing nominatian papers, in this case) wonld far the indefirnite

future open this and future campaigns of the candidate's to aecusations of collaboration with

another, opposing party and biased collaberation against the third party, neither of which are
true.

We requust any alleviation available pursuant to my proceeding for the dumticn as an

.untrained pro se, and pursuant to the fact that this campaign is financially at the lower end of

the scale of fund availability.

: We welcome, and mthmmlly mquf.nt, tho Comimsmon s Amnsony Opinien m any gsme

not sufﬁclently discussed.

To the extent that the complaint attempts to address torts and allegations of collusion or
conspiracy, these are immaterial. We are amazed that, despite the fact that this sort of activity
often occurs in cooperation between political parties, in this case, where it was inflicted on a
campaign in a concealed manner, complainants' roar, now extending even to your office, has
resounded unceusiugly.

L, Immes D. Schaeller, snicsinly afifinm and attest that the statements maide in this mation
are true and eorrect. I understand that false statements herein are made subject to penalty of
perjury. Sworn to this the 2 20™ day of January, 2011. ,

cgarding-any-issue-deemed————



ames D. "Jim" Schneller
Treasurer-Candidate pro se
610-688-9471

cc: Delaw_are Coﬁnty G.O.P., Patrick Meehan, Bryan Lentz
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Delaware County Republican Finance Committee
% 323 Wast Front Street, Media, Pennsylvania 18083 ‘%

" 810-566-8375
- Fax: 610-566-8377
Andrew ), Relily .. . : . T Corl J. Milter
c,-m;’:mm-n ' . .
- October 27, 2010 _
Office of General Counsel - o : - ' , i
FedemlBlecnonCommxmon : - . Ce . . .
- 999 E Streut, N.W.

Washirston, D.C. ma'
To the Office GEGu-al Counsel:

Iamwﬁﬁngwﬁmnallynequt mat!hnFedemlBlections Commmonopm an
investigation into nllegul campaign coordination and unreported campaign oontnh\mons
related to the campaigns of Democrat Bryan R. Lentz, operating under the coramittee
name of Lentz for-Congress, and Americant Congress Party candidate James Schneller;
opunﬁng undes the Jim Schneller for-Congress Campuig Commaittes. Bom canditates

are runaing for Congms id Pennylvama s 7"' Cmmsloml stlnct aunnst Republican -
Patrick hMachen.

In public comments onﬂctnhu 19, Damoeratic cmdidm Bryan l’-a'm' stated thes his -
cumpugn workers and volunteers knowingly and intentionally provided assistance to the
cmpmgn of Jim Schneller.for purposes of furthering Lentz’ own campaign for
Congress.'. Specifically, individuals associated with the Lentz eampaign including &
number of prominent Democratic Party officials, as well as Lentz campaign volunteers,
circulated nominating papers.on behalf of Schneller’s third party candidacy.

When Lentz was asked about his thought proeess i= helping Schneller to get en the baliot,
he epecificully stated: “1 did ot think it was u bad thing far the prosess of my candidacy™

whllemouledgmuhcwumdmhwememhbteehm s“nghf’mlhe
ballot. - .

Had it not been for the assistance of thesé Democratic Party officials and Lentz : .o
suppoxters - who collected 4,814 signatures -- Schneller — who sollected roughly 3,200 '
signatares -- would have fallen far short of the 4,200 sustatorily required signatures 1 be

placed on the ballot in the general election.

' Leatz’ mnmhmumdmnedlhrhlbouﬂm&ngmthdnbehmmmmﬂymmo _. . .
.v:daoofwhichunbuvwwedﬂdnmppersmwat - : ;

also wxdely by the Phllldelphu lnqu.Polldeo. The l-lill , the mmd Press, and
other media outlets. -
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benefitted from the notary’s services that day as it was a requirement to be placed on the
ballit. Leatz, by his own admizsion, hus aiso beefitted ffom Schneler lsing placed on
the balllot. Yet neither Schueller mor Lentz repnst the $100 paysnent to the ofexy ss en
in-kind camtribution cr es a dishursement from their campaign.

Furthermore, given the extent of the Demacratic Party officials and the Lentz campaign’s
involvement in and coordination of the petition process for Schneller, I am conceed that
both the party and the Lentz campaign have made in-kind contributions to Schneller in
excess of the reporting requirements.

Lentz in foad uf pointing out that his effori to place a third party candidate to further his
own political career, although perhaps unethical are not illegal. However, it is illegal to

fail tp mport in-kind contzibutions in ewcans of the requined reperting thresholds in s

attempt concoal eoordination and evade open recards rejuiremants. I believe beth the

Lentz and Schnelier compaigns failed to meet these requirements and would like the FEC
to open a formal investigation into the matter.

Sincerely,

- (rosttn) Qa8

Anderaw J, Reilly
Chairman, Delaware County Republican Party

——r———




